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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Purpose of the Study
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975,
placed new demands on general educators. Regular classroom elementary and
secondary teachers now share with special educators the instructional responsibility
for students with disabilities. This law was reaffirmed and strengthened in 1990 by the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). These laws mandate that special
education students be educated in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) — that is,
in the general classroom to the greatest extent possible. Least restrictive environment 
is implemented using a number of titles including mainstreaming and inclusion.
According to Karims (1995):
Both the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, P.L. 101 -
476) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 require that
students with disabilities be placed in regular classrooms unless their
individualized education plans require other arrangements. Students
must go to the schools they would attend if their disability did not exist.
Education must be provided in the “least restrictive environment” that
is as close as possible to the regular class setting, (p. 1)
1
2The reauthorization of IDEA was given by Congress as P.L. 105-17 in June, 1997 .
While this strengthens and supports P.L. 101-476 (the original IDEA of 1990), it also 
provides some significant changes. According to Joseph Ballard, the Council for
Exceptional Children’s Director of Public Policy, “ It moves our focus from ensuring
students with disabilities receive educational services to ensuring they have the
supports they need to leant and achieve in appropriate educational settings” (“IDEA 
Sails,” 1997, p.l).
For teachers, this new legislation ensures that states provide general and special 
educators with more opportunity to receive professional development in regard to the 
new advances in the field, especially in terms of the new IEP requirements. Other 
areas of change include: l)removal of dangerous or violent students with disabilities 
without terminating their educational services, 2) requires schools to include students
with disabilities in local, state and district assessments, 3) increase to amount of
information in the IEP, and 4) provide mediation for parents and schools to resolve 
differences about a child’s placement, as well as changes in funding, reevaluation 
procedures, and support programs (“IDEA Sails”, 1997).
Many general educators feel threatened and scared at the thought of educating a
student with special needs in their classroom. Research has shown that general 
education teachers are less positive about having students with IEP’s in their 
classroom than other students, “...many teachers do not have the training to deal with 
individual differences and consequently do not feel confident in their knowledge and
3skills for planning for children with disabilities” (Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon, &
Rothlein, 1994). Schumm, et al. (1994) also state that teachers are interested in
meeting the educational needs of students with disabilities, but perceive the
adaptations needed to meet those needs more desirable than feasible in a general
education classroom.
Special education emphasizes individualized instruction, small group settings, and
student centered teaching styles. The structure of secondary schools Emits the
effectiveness of mainstreaming because teachers often see 150 or more students a day, 
with large class sizes and highly specialized course content, which makes it difficult to
accommodate students with widely varying abilities and needs.
The dilemma of adapting curricula for special education students is even more of
a problem for secondary students. Making modifications and adaptations can be
particularly difficult for middle school and high school teachers whose content
requires extensive conceptual and vocabulary knowledge, as well as reading and
writing skills. With an ever-increasing focus on academics in secondary schools,
secondary teachers feel pressed to “cover content.” This often allows for little or
no adaptation in planning or in curricula for students with special needs. (Schumm
& Vaughn, 1991, p.19)
Other difficulties include the rigid time schedules and minimum competency
requirements. In Ohio, this includes the 9th grade proficiency tests required to receive
a diploma.
4Research has indicated that "some teachers resented and resisted placement of
special students in their classroom because of the need to modify and individualize
instruction. These teachers viewed mainstreaming as an 'intolerable burden' and
indicated they were experiencing high levels of frustration at being unable to meet the
diverse needs in their classrooms" (Peltier, 1993, p. 55 ). Modifying instruction can
take many forms, from providing adjusted assignments, books on tape, and duplicated
notes, to oral testing, scribing and extended test time. Individualizing curriculum can
involve creating and presenting additional materials, limiting the learning objectives for
each lesson, individualizing tests and assignments to each student's needs and 
limitations, and adjusting teaching styles to accommodate an individual’s learning 
styles. One reason for this study was to determine the opinion of secondary teachers 
in regard to making these instructional and curricular modifications and thus provide 
special educators and administrators with valuable information and insight when 
requesting a general educator to accept a student with special needs into their 
classroom. A second reason for this study was to determine how frequently general 
secondary educators perform each of seventeen selected modifications for special
education students mainstreamed into their classroom.
The third reason for this study was that the data collected will give special
education teachers a framework of reference as they assess the opinions in their own 
schools and begin implementing any form of mainstreaming at the secondary level.
The author believes the attitude of the general educator has a significant effect on the
5academic and social success of the mainstreamed student. Wood and Seyfarth (1985),
Pemell, McIntyre, and Baden (1985), Leyser and Abrams (1984), Culliver (1991) and 
many others regard a positive attitude on the part of the general educator as the single 
most important factor for successful mainstreaming or inclusion. Therefore, the
opinion of the teacher in regard to mainstreaming needs to reflect a belief that
mainstreaming is an effective model of education for special needs students before a
student with disabilities can be successful in that classroom.
The author also believes that secondary teachers have a negative opinion toward
making instructional and curricular modifications because, as a rule, they spend less
than one hour a day with any one group of students. This means in the course of a
day, a general educator is more likely to notice the time and energy spent making
modifications and miss the opportunity to get to know the individual student.
The fourth reason for this study was to determine what factors have the greatest
effect on the secondary educator's opinion toward making instructional and curricular 
modifications for students with special needs. Knowing these factors will better enable
educators to develop inservice programs and classes to improve the opinions of
general educators toward mainstreaming and thus improve the education of students
with special needs in the regular classroom.
Viewing the factors that affect an opinion often causes reflection. The fifth reason
for this study was the belief that providing teachers the opportunity to see the results
of this study will encourage them to reflect on their personal opinions of the topic and
seek out answers for their own questions and concerns regarding modifying instruction
6and curriculum within their own classroom. The author believes the study can be used 
as a vehicle to encourage dialogue and cooperation between the general educator and
the special educator.
7Problem Statement
The purpose of this study was threefold: to analyse the opinions of secondary
general educators toward making selectected modifications for students receiving
special education services, to determine the frequency of use of these modifications by
secondary general educators for students receiving special education services, and to
determine the rank order of factors that shape those teacher opinions.
Assumptions
In order to carry out this study, a Likert style questionnaire was used to measure 
the frequency of use of selected modifications, teachers' opinions toward making 
modifications and to determine the rank order of factors that shape those opinions.
The author assumes that the sample is diverse in terms of teaching experience and 
training. The author assumes the teachers honestly answered the questionnaire. The 
author assumes the questionnaire measured the opinions that were intended to be
measured.
Limitations
There were several limitations to this study. One of the limitations to the study 
was the sample size of the teachers surveyed. Another limitation was the limited 
geographical area in the state of Ohio from which the sample was chosen. A third 
limitation was that the term mainstreaming, though defined within the survey, may 
have been interpreted differently based on the implementation of mainstreaming in 
each of the five school districts sampled.
8Definition of Terms
Curricular modifications are changes in the amount or depth of material a student must
master to receive credit for a class or unit of instruction.
General educator is a professional educator trained to teach in a general education 
classroom, usually with limited training to meet the instructional needs of students in 
special education.
IEP is an individualized education program designed for students who qualify to
receive special education services.
Instructional modifications are changes made in the context of the classroom, 
classroom procedures, methods of presentation, materials and equipment used by the 
teacher to increase student performance.
Least restrictive environment is the most appropriate educational placement that is
closest to the mainstream.
Mainstreaming is defined as the placement of students on an IEP in the general 
education classroom for any part of the school day for academic learning.
Secondary education refers to grades nine through twelve.
Special educator is a professional educator trained to meet the needs of students with 
special needs, including those with disabilities or gifted and talented.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Mainstreaming, the placement of students on an individualized education plan 
(IEP) in the general education classroom for any part of the school day for academic 
learning, is a concept that has come about due to a variety of legal issues and
educational studies. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was the first law to
encourage education in the general education classroom for students in special
education. It was followed in 1975 with Public Law 94-142 — The Education of the
Handicapped Child Act (EHCA). This law mandated that students be educated in the
least restrictive environment (LRE) - that is, the environment closest to the general
education classroom in which the student can function. (Schumm, Vaughn, Gorden &
Rothlein, 1994; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Madeline Will (1986)
began what she called the Regular Education Initiative, a movement with a philosophy
that supported the concept that instructional services for children with disabilities
should be delivered within the general education classroom environment. (Peltier,
1993; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). In 1990, the regular education
initiative and the mandates of P.L. 94-142 were combined and updated in IDEA - The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, also known as Public Law 101-476. Both
this act and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 require that students with
disabilities 1) be placed in general education classrooms unless their individualized
education plans require other arrangements, 2) attend the schools they would attend if
9
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their disability did not exist and 3) education must be provided in the least restrictive 
environment — the setting as close as possible to the general education classroom. 
(Katims, 1995; Lewis & Doorlag, 1995; Lombardi, 1993; Wisniewski & Alper, 1994).
Beyond the mandates and laws, studies such as those done by Coates, 1989, Lilly, 
1988, Lipsky & Gartner, 1987, Lombardi, 1993, and Wisniewski & Alper, 1994 have
shown that students with disabilities can be provided more effective educational
services in the general classroom with support services than in traditional special
education settings. The key to success in the general classroom, however, is support
services. These support services may come in a continuum of special education 
services , such as resource rooms, tutoring and pull-out programs, pull-in programs 
such as inclusion or team teaching with the special and general educators in the same 
room, or they can occur as instructional and curricular modifications made right in the
general education classroom.
In a mainstreaming situation, the general educator and the special educator each 
have important roles in making the experience successful for all students. One of the 
most important roles is held by all teachers working with a student with disabilities -
that is to be an active member of the student’s educational team (Lerner, 1993; Lewis
& Doorlag, 1995). This team develops the goals and objectives in the student’s IEP, 
determines the level of services to be provided, and sets up the responsibilities of the
team members and the student. It is this team who should determine the modifications
that will be necessary in order for the student to be successful in the general education 
classroom. The general educators and special educator, as part of this team, are
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responsible for determining present levels of academic performance, for developing 
appropriate materials, teaching and behavior techniques, and for providing the student 
with a climate of acceptance (Goor & Schwenn, 1993; Henley, 1985; Lewis &
Doorlag, 1995; Lombardi, 1993; Peltier, 1993; Vaughn & Schumm, 1995). The
special educator also has certain responsibilities, including serving as a consultant/
collaborator to help general educators develop materials and workable solutions to
daily instructional problems in the general education classroom, advocating , if
necessary, for the special education student, monitoring the services being provided in
the mainstream, and providing instructional services to the student, either in the
mainstream or within the special education classroom (Cohen & Lynch, 1991; Lerner,
1993; Lewis & Doorlag, 1995).
Curricular and instructional modifications may be necessary to ensure the success
of the mainstream student. These modifications should be discussed and agreed upon
as a team. Curricular modifications include changes in the body of knowledge and
skills taught to students (Lewis & Doorlag, 1995). Schumm & Vaughn (1991)
suggest three ways a general educator might adapt curriculum in the general education
classroom — supplement the curriculum, simplify the curriculum or change the
curriculum. Supplementing the curriculum can mean creating additional materials or
teaching a concept more in- depth, providing extra opportunities to practice, or more
hands-on activities. Simplifying or changing the curriculum, according to Lewis &
Doorlag (1995), can involve retaining the grade level curriculum but teaching only a
portion of it, teaching prerequisite skills, or using curriculum materials from a lower
12
grade.
Instructional modifications can require changes in teaching methods/strategies,
lesson development, and presentation modes ( Cohen & Lynch, 1991; Lewis &
Doorlag, 1995; Munson, 1986-87). It can also require changes in performance
requirements and grading procedures, selection and changes of learning materials and
activities, changes in the format of directions, assignments, and tests, and changes in
the classroom management and behavior procedures. Other instructional
modifications can involve changes in grouping, the physical environment and the social
environment of the classroom. Finally, it can involve changing the student response 
mode from primarily written to primarily verbal or vice versa. (Cohen & Lynch, 1991; 
Johnson & Pugach, 1990; Lewis & Doorlag, 1995; Mercer & Mercer, 1993; Munson,
1986-87).
General educators have a responsibility to teach all students assigned to their 
classroom. However, the additional responsibilities they feel in servicing students with
special needs creates definite opinions about the need to make modifications for some 
students. In the secondary classroom, where a teacher may only see a student an hour 
or less a day, these opinions are strong.
According to Peltier (1993) and Schumm, Vaughn, Gorden & Rothlein (1994),
many secondary teachers have negative opinions about the placement of students with
special needs in their classes because of the need to modify and individualize
instruction, as well as the lack of time, resources and training they feel are necessary to 
make those modifications. Teachers have the opinion that making modifications for
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students with special needs places additional demands on classroom teachers, often 
without the necessary support services ( Zigmond, Levin, & Laurie, 1985). Some
teachers have the opinion that many modifications are too time consuming, diminish
teacher authority, send the wrong message to students, or are unfair to other students
in the class (Ellett, 1993; Johnson & Pugach, 1990)
Studies by Schumm & Vaughn (1991) indicate that teachers find modifications
more desirable than feasible. Secondary teachers especially appear to prefer 
modification strategies that they can do in their own classroom, that can apply to all
students, and that require little extra time. Findings indicate that teachers have the 
opinion it is okay to make typical modifications, those they might make for any student 
or for the whole class such as verbal reinforcement, seating arrangements, etc., but feel 
uncomfortable with more substantial modifications such as modifying the difficulty 
level of tasks, setting different curricular objectives, providing less complex directions 
or assignments, or using lower grade level texts. Many teachers hold the opinion that 
the separate curriculum required by some students with handicaps will be too difficult 
to provide in general education education settings (Cohen & Lynch, 1991; Ellett,
1993; Hallahan, Kauffman, Lloyd & McKinney, 1988; Munson, 1986-87; Schumm, 
Vaughn, Gorden & Rothlein, 1994). Finally, many secondary teachers are reluctant to 
adjust performance standards and curriculum requirements because of the importance 
placed on grading, expectation standards, concerns for covering an adequate amount 
of content, meeting proficiency standards, and the fear that making exceptions for a 
few will become the norm for all (Ellett, 1993; Schumm & Vaughn, 1991).
14
According to Cabello & Burstein (1995), “Teaching practices reflect teachers’ 
beliefs that, in turn, reflect their own experiences and backgrounds .... Teachers act 
upon their expectations of students .... Negative teacher beliefs or low expectations 
about students influence classroom practices and may adversely affect students 
performance (p.285-286). One obstacle to successful mainstreaming experiences is 
“the attitudes that persons without disabilities have toward students with severe 
disabilities” (Wisniewski & Alper, 1994, p. 6). Wisniewski & Alper (1994) also
indicate that when students with disabilities are unliked or assigned to a lower social
status, their social, psychological, and academic development is affected. They believe 
that negative attitudes can influence one’s abilities to develop and sustain friendships,
become contributing members of society, and benefit from placement in the least
restrictive environment.
Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon, & Rothlein (1994) found that general educators feel that
students with disabilities should come to their classes ready to learn the same
educational material as other students and in the same way . They found that general
education teachers prefer non-disabled students, are less positive about having
students with disabilities in their classrooms, and feel that students with learning
disabilities should fit in the education program they implement for the class as a whole.
Negative attitudes of teachers toward special education students has been reported to
be a function of lack of training, lack of resources, and lack of personal experiences
with students with disabilities. Research indicates that, although there is variability, it
appears the more severe the disability, the more negative the attitude. Servicing
15
students with special needs in the general education classroom can represent a
considerable investment of teacher time and effort. “Teachers are more likely to make
these accommodations when their classroom experiences lead them to consider the 
benefits for their students” (Wisniewski & Alper, 1994, p. 6).
According to Culliver (1991), research done since the passage of P. L. 94-142 has
found that, unfortunately, these students have experienced significant rejection by
general education classroom teachers. General education classroom teachers do not
favor teaching these students in their classrooms and have the opinion that the
presence of these students in general education classrooms inhibits the academic
growth of nonhandicapped students and even reduces the teacher’s competence.
Literature gives a variety of factors that shape the opinions of secondary educators 
toward making modifications for students with special needs. These factors can 
influence opinions positively or negatively depending on individual circumstances. The 
most common factors include: amount of knowledge or skills teachers feel they
possess, perceptions of their own efficacy and success with students who have 
disabilities, the amount of planning time and paperwork, commitment and support of 
administration, the availability of support services and resources, and the
communication between the general educator and the special educator. For secondary
teachers, however, the structural limitations of secondary schools often have the
greatest influence — curriculum constraints, period formats, class sizes, standardized
testing, class load, etc. (Coates, 1989; DiBella-McCarthy, McDaniel, & Miller, 1995;
16
Ellett, 1993; Leyser & Abrams, 1984; Peltier, 1993; Pemell, McIntyre, & Bader, 1985;
Schumm & Vaughn, 1991; Schumm, Vaughn, Gorden & Rothlein, 1994; Vaughn & 
Schumm, 1995; Warger, Aldinger, & Okun, 1983; Wisniewski & Alper, 1994).
CHAPTER HI
METHODOLOGY
Subjects
The subjects for this study are the secondary general educators from one urban
high school, one suburban high school, one rural high school, one vocational school,
and one private school. No special educators participated in this study.
Setting
Urban District:
School. This is an urban high school located in a mid-sized city in Ohio, with
approximately 1800 students and 140 teaching staff, 79 of whom
completed the survey.
Community. The school is located in a diverse community, containing a median 
household income of $38, 491. 5.3% of students are living in poverty. 
The school district spends $3, 657 per pupil. (National Center for 
Educational Statistics & The MESA Group, 1995)
Suburban District:
School. This is a suburban high school located just outside a mid-sized city in
Ohio, with approximately 600 students and 50 teaching staff, 17 of whom
completed the survey.
Community. The school is located in a moderately diverse community, with a
median household income of $48, 685. 2.7% of the students live in
17
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poverty. The school district spend $3,958 per pupil. (National Center for 
Educational Statistics & The MESA Group, 1995)
Rural District:
School. This is a rural high school located about 20 miles north of a mid­
sized city in Ohio, with approximately 400 students and 25 teaching staff,
9 of whom completed this survey.
Community. The school is located in a homogeneous community with a median 
household income of $35, 313. 3.86% of students live in poverty. The 
school district spends $3,769 per pupil.(National Center for Educational 
Statistics & The MESA Group, 1995)
Vocational School:
School. This is a vocational school located outside the mid-sized city in 
Ohio, serving approximately 1750 students from 27 schools in five 
counties and approximately 150 teachers, 17 of whom completed this
survey. It is divided into three buildings: construction I trade, machines
/industry/automotive, and business/education/health/consumer. Each
building has its own principal.
Community. The vocational school is located in a diverse community and accepts
students from schools in five counties.
Private School:
School. This is a Catholic school located in a large city in Ohio serving
approximately 400 students and 25 teachers, 24 of whom completed this
19
survey.
Community. The school is located in a large, diverse community with a median 
city household income of $21,148. 31.26% of the students in the city live
in poverty. (National Center for Educational Statistics & The MESA
Group, 1995)
Data Collection
Construction of the Data Collection Instrument. The survey used for this study 
(Appendix A) was constructed using the information from a review of the literature, 
the author's personal experience, and a pilot data collection survey distributed to
approximately 60 high school general educators. The directions were brief and clear.
It contained a statement guaranteeing the anonymity of the participants in order to 
encourage the participants to answer as honestly as possible.
The questionnaire was constructed in four parts. The first section contains 
demographic questions and offers the participant ranges of choices for each question
so as not to offend anyone's privacy.
The second part of the questionnaire was constructed using a modified Likert
scale. This section asks participants to evaluate how often they use 17 selected
modifications in their classrooms: usually (U)~ daily to at least 12 times per month ,
sometimes (S) — at least three times per month , rarely (R)— one time per month or
less, or never (N). The modifications listed were those most commonly described in
the literature as well as those used in the author's experience.
20
The third section of the questionnaire was a modified Likert scale, offering the 
choices strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (DA) and strongly disagree (SD). The 
questions in this section were used to determine secondary educators' opinions of 
making modifications such as those listed in the second part of the questionnaire for 
the students with special needs in their classroom. The author has chosen not to
include an undecided choice on the scale in order to encourage the participants to truly
question their opinions about the subject matter. The author believes this strategy
might provide a truer reading of educators' opinions.
In the final section of the questionnaire, the participants rank ordered 10 factors
that influence their opinions about making modifications, 1 being the factor with the
greatest influence and 10 having the least influence. The 10 items used in this section
of the questionnaire were gathered using the pilot data collection survey located in
Appendix A.
Administration of the Data Collection Instrument. The author had planned to
introduce the instrument and its purpose at a faculty meeting of each participating
school in order to control the distribution strictly to general educators, and eliminate
the need to rely on the participants to complete the questionnaire on their own time
and return it by mail. At the request of the administrators, however, each school was
handled differently.
The urban school requested that the author present and distribute the survey at a
faculty meeting and leave it for the administrator to collect. The author then collected
21
all the completed surveys from the administrator two weeks later. This school 
returned 91 surveys, 79 from general education staff and 12 from special educators or 
noncertified personnel which had to be discarded. 57% of the total staff is represented
in the study.
The suburban school requested that the author drop off the surveys and allow the
principal to distribute and collect the surveys. The author then collected the
completed surveys approximately three weeks later. The school, with 50 teaching
staff, returned 20 surveys, 17 from general educators and 3 from special educators
and noncertified personnel which had to be discarded. 34% of the total staff is
represented in this study.
The rural district also requested the administration be allowed to distribute and
collect the surveys. Out of approximately 25 teachers, 12 completed surveys were 
returned, 3 of which were discarded as special educators or administrators. 36% of 
the total staff is represented in this study.
The vocational school employs 150 teachers and does not have any all- staff
meetings. One of the building principals agreed to distribute and collect the survey in 
all three buildings. 22 surveys were returned, 5 of which were discarded as special 
education personnel. 11.3% of the total staff is represented in this survey. It should be 
noted that all students on IEPs who are not enrolled in vocational programs designed 
to only serve special education students are serviced by tutors on an as-needed basis.
The private school employs approximately 25 teachers, none certified in special
22
education. The survey was faxed to this school, Xeroxed and administered in an all­
staff meeting by the principal, and collected by the author approximately one week 
later. 24 completed surveys were returned. 96% of the total staff is represented in 
this study. It should be noted that this school does not offer special education 
programs and that all students are fully included in the general education classroom.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Presentation of Results
As discussed in Chapter HI, there were four parts to the questionnaire used in this
study. The first part of the questionnaire provided information on demographics. The 
results of this section are presented in Table 1, which provides in percentages the 
specific statistics per school as well as the five schools combined regarding age, 
gender, years experience, subjects taught, average student load per semester, average 
number or special education students per day, and what special education category
those students are serviced under.
The study included 146 secondary general educators from five schools, 79 urban, 
17 suburban, 9 rural, 17 vocational and 24 private. 53% of those surveyed were 
female and 47% male. The majority of teachers surveyed have 0-5 years experience 
(20.7%) and see approximately 101-120 students per day (33.1%). 53.2% see 0-5 
special education students per day, the majority of these students (61.8%) being SLD 
with the next largest portion (27%) unknown.
23
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Table 1
Demographics of Five Selected Secondary Schools
Urban Suburban Rural Vocational Private All
Age n=79 n=17 n=9 n=17 n=24 n=146
(in %) 21-30 19 5.9 11.1 5.9 29.2 17.1
31-40 11.4 29.4 33.3 47.1 12.5 19.2
41-50 48.1 41.2 33.3 35.3 33.3 42.5
51-60 21.5 23.5 22.1 11.8 20.8 20.5
60+ 0 0 0 0 4.2 .07
Gender n=74 n=16 n=9 n=17 n=22 n=138
(in %) Female 55.4 43.8 44.4 47.1 59.1 52.9
Male 44.6 56.3 55.6 52.9 40.9 47.1
Yrs. n=79 n=16 n=9 n=17 n=24 n=145
Experience
(in %) 0-5 22.8 18.8 11.1 17.6 33.3 20.7
6-10 15.2 25 22.2 35.3 12.5 17.9
11-15 5.1 12.5 22.2 23.5 0 9.7
16-20 11.4 25 11.1 11.8 25 13.8
21-25 25.3 12.5 22.2 0 12.5 20
26-30 16.5 6.3 11.1 11.8 4.2 13.1
30+ 3.8 0 0 0 12.5 4.8
Table con’t
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Subject n=77 n=15 n=9 n=17 n=24 n=142
Taught 
(in %) Art 3.9 6.7 0 5.9 4.2 4.2
Music 1.3 13.3 0 0 4.2 2.8
Business 13 0 11.1 5.9 0 8.5
PE/Health 3.9 0 0 0 4.2 2.8
Wk/Family 5.2 0 0 0 0 2.8
F. Language 6.5 6.7 11.1 0 8.3 6.3
Indus. Arts 3.9 0 0 0 0 2.1
English 15.6 20 11.8 11.8 12.5 15.5
Math 13 13.3 11.8 11.8 25 16.2
Science 18.2 20 17.6 17.6 16.7 17.6
Soc. Studies 9.1 20 5.9 5.9 12.5 9.9
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0.7
Vocational 5.2 0 29.4 29.4 0 6.3
Unkn/other 1.3 0 11.8 11.8 4.2 2.8
Religion 0 0 0 0 8.3 1.4
Student
Load
n=76 n=17 n=9 n=17 n=23 n=142
per
Semester 0-20 1.3 0 0 17.6 13 4.9
(in %)
21-40 2.6 0 0 29.4 4.3 5.6
41-60 2.6 0 11.1 5.9 4.3 3.5
61-80 5.3 11.8 11.1 0 8.7 6.3
81-100 14.5 5.9 22.2 11.8 26.1 15.5
101-120 35.5 47.1 11.1 29.4 26.1 33.1
Table con’t
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121-140
141-160
161-180
180+
25
7.9
3.9
1.3
23.5
0
0
11.8
33.3
0
11.1
0
5.9
0
0
0
13
4.3
0
0
21.1
4.9
2.8
2.1
Special Ed. n=78 n=15 n=9 n=17 n=20 n=139
Students 
per day Unknown 11.6 5.3 0 0 15 8.6
(in %) 0-5 47.4 46.7 66.7 76.5 55 53.2
6-10 21.8 26.7 33.3 17.6 10 20.9
11-15 12.8 20 0 5.9 0 10.1
16+ 6.4 6.7 0 0 20 7.2
Category 
of Sp.Eo. 
Students
n=67 n=14 n=8 n=16 n=18 n=123
SLD 68.7 64.3 62.5 62.5 33.3 61.8
(in %) DH 4.5 21.4 0 6.3 0 5.7
MH 0 0 0 0 0 0
OH 0 7.1 0 0 0 0.8
SBH 0 0 0 0 5.6 0.8
UNKNOWN 23.9 7.1 37.5 18.8 61.1 27.6
OTHER 3 0 0 12.5 0 3.3
Note. All values expressed as percentages.
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Tables 2-6 (in Appendix B) display teachers' opinions about making modifications 
for students with special needs in each separate school. Table 7 displays the 
combined results for the five schools. Each participant was asked to give their opinion 
about each of 17 selected modifications using the following scale: Strongly Agree, 
Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.
A majority of teachers Strongly Agree with the following modifications:
There are no modifications with which a majority of teachers Strongly Agree.
A majority of teachers Agree with the following modifications:
48.6% - Create additional materials
62.2% - Present additional materials/examples
44.8% - Limit learning objectives for each lesson
45.7% - Create individualized assignments
42.1% - Create individualized tests
52.4% - Use a variety of teaching styles to meet more students’ learning styles
52.1% - Adjust assignment length
50.7% - Adjust assignment difficulty
61.6% - Provide books/reading assignments on tape or a reading partner
52.9% - Allow students to answer test questions orally
56.9% - Duplicate notes or provide a note partner
61.0% - Allow extended time on tests and assignments
44.5% - Test in isolation - library, spec. ed. classroom, etc.
A majority of teachers Disagree with the following modifications:
56.8% - Provide a test reader and/or taped tests
47.8% - Provide a scribe (someone to write for the student)
44.5% - Test in isolation - library, spec. ed. classroom, etc.
47.1% - Allow students to use notes/books to reference test answers
37.0% - Modify or adjust grading scale/practices
A majority of teachers Strongly Disagreed with the following modifications:
There are no modifications with which a majority of teachers Strongly Disagree.
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Table 7
General Educators' Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with 
Special Needs in hive Selected Secondary Schools
Modification N
%
SA
%
A
%
D
%
SD
1. Create additional materials 142 8.5 48.6 31.7 11.3
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
143 11.2 62.2 18.9 7.7
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
143 5.6 44.8 36.4 13.3
4. Create individualized 
assignments
140 7.9 45.7 34.3 12.1
5. Create individualized tests 140 8.6 42.1 35.7 13.6
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
143 36.4 52.4 6.3 4.9
7. Adjust assignment length 142 7.7 52.1 32.4 7.7
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 142 7.7 50.7 33.1 8.5
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
138 4.3 61.6 24.6 9.4
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
140 5.7 52.9 28.6 12.9
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
137 6.6 56.9 27.7 8.8
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
132 1.5 29.5 56.8 12.1
13. Provide a scribe 136 2.9 36.8 47.8 12.5
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
141 17 61 14.9 7.1
15. Test in isolation 137 2.9 44.5 44.5 8
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
140 6.4 27.1 47.1 19.3
17. Modify or adjust grading 138 5.8 34.1 37 23.2
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 8 provides an overall general opinion of making the 17 selected 
modifications. The results are sorted by school, age, gender, years experience, and 
classload. Specific findings for those who strongly agreed or strongly disagreed 
overall can be found in the table. The significant findings include:
Overall, a majority of teachers from the following categories Agree that 
modifications should be made in the general classroom if needed for students 
with special needs:
School: Urban: 43.8% Suburban: 54.5% Private: 80.0% All: 57.1%
Age: 21-30 yrs: 68.8% 31-40 yrs: 50% 41-50 yrs: 41.3% 51-60 yrs: 48.0%
61+ yrs: 100%
Gender: Female: 57.7%
Experience: 0-5 yrs: 72.7% 16-20 yrs: 56.3% 21-25 yrs: 41.2% 30+ yrs: 57.1%
Classload: 21-40: 80% 41-60: 60.0% 61-80: 50.0% 80-100: 50.0%
121-140: 59.1% 141-180: 66.7%
A majority of teachers from the following categories Disagreed overall that 
modifications should be made in the general classroom if needed for students 
with special needs:
School: Rural: 57.1% Vocational: 53.8%
Age: There are no age categories that Disagree overall with making modifications.
Gender: Male: 46.0%
Experience: 11-15 yrs: 58.3% 26-30 yrs: 53.3%
Classload: 101-120: 46.2%
Note: Teachers with a classload of 0-20 were evenly split 33.3% between SA, A, 
and D. The study found that only three of the ten classload categories (0-20, 41-60, & 
101-120) had any overall strongly agree percentages and only four of the ten caseload 
categories (61-80, 81-100, 101-120, & 121-140) had any overall strongly disagree 
percentages.
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Table 8
Overall Opinion of Secondary General Educators in Regard to Making
Modifications for Students with Special Needs
% % % %
SA A D SD
School: Urban 3.1 43.8 37.5 15.6
Suburban 0 54.5 45.5 0
Rural 14.3 28.6 57.1 0
Vocational 0 46.2 53.8 0
Private 13.3 80 6.7 0
Combined 4.5 49.1 37.3 9.1
Age: 21-30 6.3 68.8 25 0
21-40 0 50 45.5 4.5
41-50 4.3 41.3 39.1 15.2
51-60 8 48 36 8
61+ 0 100 0 0
Gender: Female 3.8 57.7 30.8 7.7
Male 4 40 46 10
Experience: 0-5 4.5 72.7 18.2 4.5
6-10 0 35 55 10
11-15 0 33.3 58.3 8.3
16-20 6.3 56.3 31.3 6.3
21-25 11.8 41.2 29.4 17.6
26-30 0 40 53.3 6.7
31+ 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3
Table con’t
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Classload:
%
SA
%
A
%
D
%
SD
0-20 33.3 33.3 33.3 0
21-40 0 80 20 0
41-60 20 60 20 0
61-80 0 50 25 25
81-100 0 50 33.3 16.7
101-120 7.7 35.9 46.2 10.3
121-140 0 59.1 36.4 4.5
141-160 0 66.7 33.3 0
161-180 0 66.7 33.3 0
181+ 0 66.7 33.3 0
Note, All results expressed as percentages. SA corresponds with a highly positive overall 
opinion and SD corresponds with a highly negative opinion overall.
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A third part of the questionnaire determined the frequency of use of 17 selected 
modifications. Participants were asked to choose one of the following frequencies for 
each modification: usually, defined as daily to at least 12 times per month, sometimes, 
defined as at least three times per month, rarely, defined as one time per month or less, 
and never. Tables 9-13, found in Appendix C, give results per question for each 
individual school. Table 14 gives the composite results of the five schools.
A majority of teachers Usually perform the following modifications:
53.1% - Use a variety of teaching styles to meet more students’ learning styles.
A majority of teachers Sometimes perform the following modifications:
39.2% - Present additional materials/examples
31.5% - Limit learning objectives for each lesson
36.2% - Adjust length of assignments
38.6% - Adjust difficulty of assignments
33.1% - Allow students to answer test questions orally
40.8% - Allow extended time on tests and assignments
34.6% - Test in isolation - library, spec. ed. classroom, etc.
A majority of teachers Rarely perform the following modifications:
32.6% - Create additional materials
33.6% - Create individualized assignments
A majority of teachers Never perform the following modifications:
42.6% - Create individualized tests
60.2% - Provide books/reading assignments on tape or a reading partner
43.3% - Duplicate notes or provide a note partner
46.5% - Provide test reader and/or taped tests
62.7% - Provide a scribe ( someone to write for the student)
34.1% - Allow students to use notes/books to reference test answers
36.4% - Modify or adjust grading scale/practices
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Table 14
Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in Five Selected Secondary
------------------------------------------- Schools
Modification N
%
Usuallv
%
Sometimes
%
Rarelv
%
Never
1. Create additional materials 129 9.3 27.1 32.6 31
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
130 26.2 39.2 17.7 16.9
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
130 14.6 31.5 25.4 28.5
4. Create individualized 
assignments
128 5.5 30.5 33.6 30.5
5. Create individualized tests 129 5.4 17.1 34.9 42.6
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
130 53.1 33.8 4.6 8.5
7. Adjust assignment length 130 20 36.2 20.8 23.1
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 132 19.7 38.6 15.9 25.8
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
128 5.5 9.4 25 60.2
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
127 9.4 22 25.2 43.3
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
127 8.7 33.1 28.3 29.9
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
127 10.2 22 21.3 46.5
13. Provide a scribe 126 4 9.5 23.8 62.7
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
130 33.1 40.8 11.5 14.6
15. Test in isolation 130 19.2 34.6 30.8 15.4
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
129 14 27.9 24 34.1
17. Modify or adjust grading 129 13.2 26.4 24 36.4
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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In a comparison of feasibility - those who indicated practice of a selected 
modification at least sometimes - and desirability - those who indicate they agree or 
strongly agree with a selected modification - a percent of discrepancy, or difference 
between practice and belief was determined. As shown in Table 15, five items 
displayed a discrepancy of 20% or greater, indicating a belief in these modifications, 
but not the practice of them in the classroom: create additional materials, create 
individualized tests, provide books/reading assignments on tape or a reading partner, 
allow students to answer test questions orally, duplicate notes or provide a note 
partner, provide a scribe. Three items display a negative discrepancy: provide a test 
reader and/or taped tests, test in isolation, and allow student to reference test answers, 
indicating that some modifications are being performed regardless of belief. The other 
nine items ranged in discrepancy from .1% to 17.6%.
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Table 15
Comparison of Feasibility and Desirability of Making Modifications For Students
with Special Needs in the General Education Classrooms of Five Secondary Schools
Modification
1. Create additional materials
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
4. Create individualized 
assignments
5. Create individualized tests
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
7. Adjust assignment length
8. Adjust assignment difficulty
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
13. Provide a scribe
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
15. Test in isolation
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
17. Modify or adjust grading 
scale
N Feasibility N
%who use 
sometimes
or usually
129 36.4 142
130 65.4 143
130 46.1 143
128 36 140
129 22.5 140
130 86.9 143
130 56.2 142
132 58.3 142
128 14.9 138
127 31.4 140
127 41.8 137
127 32.2 132
126 13.5 136
130 73.9 141
130 53.8 137
129 43.9 140
129 39.6 138
Desirability % of
% who agree Discrepancy
or
strongly agree
57.1 20.7
73.4 8
50.4 4.3
53.6 17.6
50.7 28.2
88.8 1.9
59.8 3.6
58.4 0.1
65.9 51
58.6 27.2
63.5 21.7
31 -1.2
39.7 26.2
78 4.1
47.4 -6.4
33.5 -10.4
39.9 0.3
Note. Percentages were determined using the sum of cumulative responses from Table 8 and Table 14.
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The final portion of the questionnaire asked teachers to rank order factors that 
influence their opinions about making modifications from 1 to 10, 1 having the 
greatest influence and 10 having the least influence. Table 16 (Appendix D) shows 
the percentage of teachers who chose each rank order for each factor in each school 
and by all schools combined. Overall, the majority of teachers, 30.1%, felt class size 
was the most influential and 9.9% felt it was the least influential. The majority of 
teachers felt personal life experience was the least influential (37.2%), with 3.1% 
ranking it as most influential. Using the rank given to each item by highest cumulative 
percentage (see Table 15), the ten items were then placed in overall order from 
greatest influence (rank 1 - class size) to least influence (rank 10 - personal life 
experience). These results are presented in Table 17.
37
Table 17
Rank Order of Factors Influencing General Educators in Five Selected
Schools in Regard to Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
Overall Rank Factor
1 Class size
2 Student behavior and attitude
3 Amount of planning time alloted
4 Concern for effect on “regular” students
5 Curriculum constraints
6 Amount of collaboration time alloted
7 Accessibility of special education teachers
8 Previous mainstreaming experience
9 Personal philosophy
10 Personal life experiences
Note. Rank order was determined using majority percentages of combined results found in
Table 16.
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Summary of Results
The overall opinion of secondary educators in regard to making modifications in 
the general education classroom for students with special needs was evenly divided 
between positive (strongly agree or agree) and negative (disagree or strongly 
disagree). 53.6% of teachers surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that these 17 
modifications should be made in the general education classroom if needed by the 
student, with 46.4% disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. The survey found that 
almost equal percentages of males and females strongly agreed (4% male, 3.8% 
female) or strongly disagreed (10% male, 7.7% female). In the middle ground, 57.7% 
of female teachers agreed with making needed modifications while only 40% of male 
teachers agreed. In all cases in this study, with the exception of those teachers seeing 
101-120 students per day, a majority of teachers (more than 50%) agreed or strongly 
agreed with making modifications in the general education classroom. Teachers with a 
classload of 101-120 students per day made up the single largest group of those 
studied (33.1%) and 56.5% of that group disagreed or strongly disagreed with making 
modifications in the general classroom. Those seeing over 120 students per day made 
up 30.9% of the total study population, but in all cases showed a higher percentage of 
agree than disagree. Those with 81-100 students were evenly divided between agree 
and disagree or strongly disagree. Of the seventeen modifications evaluated, study 
results show that only six are being used sometimes or usually by more than 50% of 
those studied. Eleven modifications, then, are rarely or never used by more than 50% 
of those surveyed, indicating that in general, a majority of secondary educators are not 
making modifications within the general classroom. The results of the study indicated 
that in 14 of the 17 modifications given, more teachers agreed that the modifications 
should be made if needed (desirability) than the number who are actually making the 
modifications (feasibility).The results of this study indicate that younger teachers, with 
less experience, female, and smaller classloads are the teachers more willing to 
provide for special needs students in the general classroom. Class size and student
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behavior and attitude were the factors with greatest influence on teachers' opinions 
about making modifications for students with special needs. Personal philosophy , 
personal life experiences, and previous mainstreaming experiences ranked the lowest in 
terms of influencing opinion. Planning time, concern for effect on general education 
students, curriculum constraints, amount of collaborations time allotted and the 
accessibility of special education teachers ranked 3-7.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS , RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary and Conclusions
The first purpose of this study was to determine the opinion of secondary general 
educators toward making 17 selected modifications for students with special needs in 
their classroom. The overall opinion of secondary educators was evenly divided 
between positive (strongly agree or agree) and negative (disagree or strongly 
disagree). 53.6% of teachers surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that these 17 
modifications should be made in the general education classroom if needed by the 
student, with 46.4% disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. (See Table 8, Chapter IV)
Teachers 61 years of age or older agreed 100% that these modifications should be 
made. However, only .07% of the study population was over 60, and all of those 
taught at the private school. The teachers age 21-30 or with 0-5 years experience had 
the greatest percentage of teachers showing an overall positive opinion. It is the belief 
of the author that this indicates stronger preservice programs in preparing secondary 
teachers to meet individual student needs in the classroom. Less than 20% of the total 
survey population fell into this category. However, as new teachers continue to enter 
the work force, it is the author's hope that this positive attitude trend will continue.
The majority of teachers in this study were between 41-50 years of age (42.5%). This 
age group had an overall negative attitude, with 54.3% of teachers disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing with making modifications. These teachers typically fall in the 
21-25 or 26-30 years of teaching experience categories. 47% of teachers in the 21-25 
years experience and 60% of teachers in the 26-30 years experience categories 
disagree or strongly disagree, giving the overall impression that more experienced
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teachers do not feel modifications should be made in the general secondary classroom. 
It is interesting to note that most of the teachers in this experience range began 
teaching before passage of P. L. 94-142 (1975). Preservice programs, in all 
likelihood, did not address meeting the individual needs of students, especially not at 
the secondary level.
The gender of teachers appeared to make a difference in the overall opinion about 
making modifications. The survey found that almost equal percentages of males and 
females strongly agreed (4% male, 3.8% female) or strongly disagreed ( 10% male, 
7.7% female). However, in the middle ground, 57.7% of female teachers agreed with 
making needed modifications while only 40% of male teachers agreed. This difference 
may indicate that female teachers are more willing to work with individual differences 
than male teachers. Results in a similar study by Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon, & 
Rothlein (1994) are not displayed in relation to gender.
Classload will be shown in later results to be the factor with greatest influence on 
teachers' opinions about making modifications. In all cases in this study, with the 
exception of those teachers seeing 101-120 students per day, a majority of teachers 
(more than 50%) agreed or strongly agreed with making modifications in the general 
education classroom. However, teachers with a classload of 101-120 students per day 
made up the single largest group of those studied (33.1%). 56.5% of that group 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with making modifications in the general classroom. 
Those seeing over 120 students per day made up 30.9% of the total study population, 
but in all cases showed a higher percentage of agree than disagree. Those with 81-100 
students were evenly divided between agree and disagree or strongly disagree. 
Classload, then, can be considered a strong determiner of teachers opinions about 
mainstreaming.
The second purpose of this study was to determine the frequency of use of 17 
selected modifications for students with special needs in the general education 
classroom. Of the 17 modifications evaluated, study results show that only six are 
being used sometimes or usually by more than 50% of those studied. Eleven 
modifications, then, are rarely or never used by more than 50% of those surveyed,
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indicating that in general, a majority of secondary educators are not making 
modifications within the general classroom. Schumm & Vaughn (1991) found similar 
results in their study "Making Adaptations for Mainstreamed Students: General 
Classroom Teachers' Perspectives". "The authors concluded that classroom teachers 
do little to change their instructional methods for students with special needs" (p. 19).
Many teachers indicated in comments throughout the survey that they feel they do 
not have the time and resources to make modifications in the classroom and that if a 
student needs modifications either a) the special education teacher should do the extra 
work, b) the general educator should be provided extra time and resources, or c) the 
student should not be in the general education classroom. The results of the study 
indicated that despite those comments, in 14 of the 17 modifications given, more 
teachers agreed that the modifications should be made if needed (desirability) than 
the number who are actually making the modifications (feasibility). (Refer to Table 
15, Chapter IV)
In three cases, more teachers indicated performing the modification than those 
who agree with it. This indicates a strong degree of professionalism on the part of the 
general educators — providing for students needs regardless of personal beliefs. It is 
interesting to note that all three of these modifications had to do with testing - 
providing a test reader or taped test, testing in isolation, and allowing students to 
reference test answers. Literature indicates (Schumm & Vaughn, 1991) that 
secondary teachers place great emphasis on grades and meeting curriculum.
Therefore, it can be expected that secondary teachers would feel uncomfortable 
making accommodations they may view as unfair, such as allowing students to 
reference test answers.
The third purpose of this study was to provide a framework of reference for 
special educators in implementing any type of mainstreaming in the secondary school. 
The results of this study indicate that while some teachers are making modifications 
and some teachers do strongly believe they should be made, as a profession there is a 
lot of work to be done to improve the education of special education students in the 
mainstream. "The success of mainstreaming is dependent, in part, on the general
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education teachers' ability and willingness to make adaptations to accommodate 
individual differences (Madden & Slavin, 1983; Stainback, Stainback, Courtnage, & 
Jaben, 1985)" (Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon, & Rothlein, 1994, p. 22). The results of 
this study indicate that younger teachers, with less experience, female, and smaller 
classloads are the teachers more willing and perhaps better trained to provide for 
special needs students in the general classroom. This would seem to suggest that 
special education students should only be placed in classrooms with general educators 
who want them. While the author agrees that the mainstream teacher needs to have a 
positive attitude and willingness to make modifications, there is a risk that the few 
teachers who fit this category will become overloaded with special education students. 
It is necessary to provide positive mainstreaming experiences to a wider range of 
teachers so that more teachers can be utilized to provide services to students with 
special needs. This can only be done if support is provided for the general and special 
educators by the administration.
Purpose four of this study was to determine what factors influence teachers 
opinions about making modifications in order to provide more effective inservice and 
preservice experiences to improve the overall attitudes of general educators and 
therefore the overall education of special education students in the mainstream. As 
indicated in Table 17, class size and student behavior and attitude were the factors 
with greatest influence on teachers' opinions about making modifications for students 
with special needs. This leads to the conclusion that general educators need training in 
the development of modifications that can be done for the whole class, so as not to 
cause "extra" planning, and training in the development of behavioral plans for 
students whose behavior makes it difficult to teach. Class sizes should be limited for 
teachers servicing students with special needs in their classrooms. Research indicates 
that smaller class sizes benefit all students.
Personal philosophy , personal life experiences, and previous mainstreaming 
experiences ranked the lowest in terms of influencing opinion. Planning time, concern 
for effect on "general education students", curriculum constraints, amount of 
collaborations time allotted and the accessibility of special education teachers ranked
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3-7. These factors indicate that training is needed to promote responsible 
mainstreaming. Planning and collaboration time must be provided and the general 
education and special education teacher need to work together. A working 
relationship between the general and special educator can increase the degree to which 
general educators feel comfortable working with students' individual differences. It 
can also provide for a distribution of workload in terms of modifying assignments, 
tests, quizzes, curriculum, activities, etc. Teaching teachers to work together should 
be a priority in preservice programs as well as professional development of 
experienced teachers.
The final purpose of this study was to provide teachers a vehicle for reflection, a 
way to encourage dialogue and cooperation between the general educator and special 
educator. It is for this reason that the survey used was a forced-choice Likert scale, 
that is, it did not contain a neutral choice. It is the hope of the author that the teachers 
who participated in the study used these questions as a method of reflection on their 
personal beliefs and perhaps opened dialogue with a special education teacher. There 
is no way to determine if the results of this study will have the desired effect. The 
survey results will be shared with each participating school.
Recommendations
The results of this study have strong implications for general educators, special 
educators and administrators. Throughout the literature, a positive attitude and a 
willingness on the part of the general educator is seen as crucial to the success of 
mainstreaming. This study shows that, although some teachers have a positive attitude 
and willingness to work with students with special needs, a majority still do not make 
modifications for students with special needs and disagree with the idea of making 
modifications.
As special educators study these results, several items should be noted. It is 
significant that no overall majority Strongly Agreed or Strongly Disagreed with 
making modifications. This means that special educators are less likely to find
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extremists when placing students with special needs in the mainstream, that is, those 
who absolutely refuse to even consider working with students with special needs and 
those who want to service many students with special needs in their classrooms. It 
also means that their role as the “public relations” manager for students with special 
needs must continue. Special educators must continue to speak about the benefits of 
educating all students in the least restrictive environment, praise fellow educators on 
successful mainstreaming experiences, and encourage continued professional 
development for general educators.
The author recommends increased preservice and inservice training for general 
secondary teachers to continue improving their attitudes and willingness to work with 
students with special needs. The most important focus of this training, however, is not 
how to make modifications. The most important focus of this training is the 
development of a philosophy that values all learners.
It was greatly disturbing to the author to find that philosophy was ranked as one of 
the least influential factors for general educators when making decisions about 
mainstreaming. According to Livingston, McClain & DeSpain (1996 ), educators 
viewpoints, values, purpose of education, methodology and style are all influenced by 
philosophy. Educators manage classrooms according to their views of knowledge and 
conceptualized roles of the teacher. A systematic view of education — a well defined 
philosophy — can provide a framework for the professional to gain insight into the 
nature of instruction. It is for this reason that schools/colleges of education should 
continue to encourage preservice educators to develop a comprehensive, consistent 
philosophy which includes the purposes of education, curriculum, student learning and 
the organization of school in terms of a diverse classroom of students with individual 
and group needs. Preservice educators should then practice their philosophy in field 
experiences and student teaching, revising and defining their philosophy as needed.
This will give preservice educators a confidence that they are teaching within the 
context of their beliefs about educating all children.
For experienced educators, a clear, strong philosophy is just as important. The 
challenge facing veteran educators is to evaluate and solidify their own beliefs, then
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carry them out in the classroom. Because current practices are a result of their current 
philosophy, and experience has ingrained those practices, it will not be an easy task to 
change the philosophy of experienced educators to reflect a more positive attitude 
toward working with students with special needs. It is the author’s hope that 
analyzing classroom practices in terms of personal beliefs about the education of all 
children can do much to encourage quality educators to meet the individual needs of 
all students.
It is the author's belief that helping general educators understand the frustration 
and rejection many special education students experience will provide a more 
understanding attitude on the part of the general educator and a desire to create a 
more positive learning experience in his/her classroom. This can be done through a 
variety of role play activities, videos, and small group discussions or panels that may 
include some special education students. Involving students from special education 
programs may be more effective in preservice training because students at the 
secondary level are often reluctant to discuss issues with their own educators for fear 
of reprisal.
Secondary educators often consider their classroom a type of private domain. This 
idea is propagated by the secondary school format - class period schedules and the 
division of curriculum into isolated course offerings. The success of mainstreaming 
requires a change in this belief. General and special educators must be encouraged and 
trained to work together as a team, sharing ideas and responsibilities for the education 
of all students. A collaborative relationship can increase the degree to which general 
educators feel comfortable working with individual student needs, decrease the 
frustration of doing “all that extra work” alone, and provide a wealth of new ideas for 
teaching material in a variety of modalities. Teaching educators to work together at 
the secondary level must become a part of preservice education programs as well as 
the professional development of experienced educators.
The author believes that philosophy and teamwork are crucial to successful 
mainstreaming experiences. This does not mean that educators should not be trained 
in making modifications. Administrators and school boards are responsible for seeing
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that all educators are involved in professional development. Responsible
mainstreaming also means responsible class sizes - reduced for those educators 
servicing students with special needs. Research indicates that smaller class sizes 
benefit all students, but are especially beneficial for students who may require more 
individualized instruction to be successful. It also means that educators must be 
provided adequate collaboration time to work as a team. The author also believes that 
as openings occur in a building, administrators need to consider applicants attitudes 
and beliefs about teaching all students, regardless of their ability, and beliefs about 
working as part of a team for the benefit of an individual.
The final recommendation regards the logistics of research. The distribution of 
this survey varied from school to school. The author believes that the limited survey 
return, due to the inconsistancy of distribution procedures by the various schools, may 
have effected the results. Author’s of similar studies should make every attempt to 
personally distribute and collect surveys in a controlled setting and time line.
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Please complete the following survey with blue or black ink. Do not put your 
name on the survey.
Part I — Demographics
Please circle the appropriate answer.
AGE: 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61+
GENDER: female male
YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE:
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25
26-30 30+
I CONSIDER MYSELF A: General Educator: certified in Math, English, Art,
etc. Special Educator: certified SLD, DH, MH, etc.
SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT_____________ ____ _______________________________
APPROXIMATE TOTAL STUDENT LOAD PER SEMESTER FOR THE 1996-97 
SCHOOL YEAR:
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100 101-
120
121-140 141-160 161-180 181+
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS YOU SEE PER 
DAY:
UNKNOWN 0-5 6-10 11-15 16+
THE MAJORITY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS YOU SEE PER DAY 
ARE: (circle one)
SPECIFICALLY LEARNING DISABLED (SLD)
DEVELOPMENT ALLY DISABLED (DH)
MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED (MH)
ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED (OH)
SEVERELY BEHAVIOR HANDICAPPED (SBH)
UNKNOWN
OTHER-
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Part II — Modifications
Mainstreaming is defined as the placement of students on an IEP in the general 
education classroom for any part of the school day for academic learning.
Please evaluate how often you perform each of the following modifications for the 
special education students mainstreamed in your classroom.
Usually fU) - daily to at least 12 times per month
Sometimes (S') - at least three times per month
Rarely (R) - one time Der month or less
Never (N)
Circle the appropriate answer.
1. Create additional materials U s R N
2. Present additional examples/materials U s R N
3. Limit learning objectives for each lesson U s R N
4. Create individualized assignments U s R N
5. Create individualized tests U s R N
6. Use a variety of teaching styles to meet more students’
learning styles U S R N
7. Adjust length of assignments U S R N
8. Adjust difficulty of assignments U S R N
9. Provide books/reading assignments on tape U S R N
or a reading partner
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10. Duplicate notes or provide a note partner U S
11. Allow student to answer test questions orally U S
12. Provide a test reader and/or taped tests U S
13. Provide a scribe (someone to write for the student) U S
14. Allow extended time on tests and assignments U S
15. Test in isolation - library, spec. ed. classroom, etc. U S
16. Allow student to use notes/books to reference
test answers U S
17. Modify or adjust your grading scale/practices to
account for individual ability levels U S
R N
R N
R N
R N
R N
R N
R N
R N
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Part HI — Opinions
Please circle the answer that most accurately describes your opinion about 
making each of the following modifications if it has been determined to be 
required for an individual student’s learning.
Strongly Agree (SA) Agree (A) Disagree (D)
Strongly Disagree (SD)
1. General educators should create additional materials for use by the mainstreamed 
student.
SA A D SD
2. General educators should present additional examples / materials, beyond what you 
would present if you had no special needs students.
SA A D SD
3. The number of learning objectives for each lesson could be limited to a smaller 
number for mainstreamed students.
SA A D SD
4. Assignments should be modified to meet individual student ability level and learning 
objectives.
SA A D SD
5. Tests should be modified to meet individual student ability and learning objectives.
SA A D SD
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6. Teachers should use a variety of teaching styles to meet the learning styles of the 
mainstreamed students.
SA A D SD
7. Assignment length should be adjusted to meet individual student ability and learning 
objectives.
SA A D SD
8. Difficulty level of assignments should be adjusted to meet individual student ability 
and learning objectives.
SA A D SD
9. Books and reading assignments should be available on tape.
SA A D SD
10. Teacher should duplicate notes, overheads, etc. and /or provide a note partner for 
each mainstreamed student as needed.
SA A D SD
11. Mainstreamed students should be allowed to respond to test questions orally.
SA A D SD
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12. Mainstreamed students should have all tests read but respond in writing.
SA A D SD
13. Mainstreamed students should be provided a scribe for testing and I or 
assignments.
SA A D SD
14. Mainstreamed students should be given extended time on tests, quizzes and 
assignments.
SA A D SD
15. Mainstreamed students should take tests in isolation.
SA A D SD
16. Mainstreamed students should be allowed to use notes, book, etc. to reference test
answers.
SA A D SD
17. Mainstreamed students should be graded on a scale modified to reflect their 
ability level.
SA A D SD
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Part IV - Influence
Please rank order the following items based on the degree to which they have 
influenced your opinions (positively or negatively) in regard to making 
modifications for mainstreamed students.
A 1 indicates the item with the greatest influence, a 10 indicates the item with 
the least influence. Please rank all 10 factors using each number only once.
_____ Class size
_____ Personal philosophy
_____ Amount of personal planning time allotted
_____ Amount of collaboration time allotted
Concern for the effect on "regular" students
_____ Student behavior and attitude
_____ Accessibility of special education educators
_____ Previous modification/mainstreaming/inclusion experience
Curriculum constraints
_____ Personal life experiences
Thank you for taking the time to fill out this survey. If you are interested 
in the results, please contact:
Heather Fawley, Tippecanoe H.S.
555 N. Hyatt 
Tipp City, Ohio , 45371
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Table 2
General Educators’ Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
in an Lrhan Secondary School
Modification N SA A D SD
1. Create additional materials 78 5.1 43.6 32.1 19.2
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
78 11.5 51.3 23.1 14.1
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
77 5.2 32.5 44.2 18.2
4. Create individualized 
assignments
76 7.9 36.8 35.5 19.7
5. Create individualized tests 75 6.7 36 34.7 22.7
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
77 32.5 49.4 9.1 9.1
7. Adjust assignment length 76 6.6 42.1 36.8 15.6
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 77 6.5 41.6 36.4 15.6
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
75 2.7 54.7 28 14.7
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
75 2.7 48 29.3 20
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
76 5.3 47.4 32.9 14.5
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
75 1.3 21.3 60 17.3
13. Provide a scribe 75 1.3 30.7 49.3 18.7
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
76 17.1 55.3 14.5 13.2
15. Test in isolation 77 2.6 33.8 51.9 11.7
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
77 5.2 23.4 45.5 26
17. Modify or adjust grading 75 5.3 28 40 26.7
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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General Educators’ Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
in a Suburban Secondary School
Table 3
Modification N SA A D SD
1. Create additional materials 16 6.3 50 43.8 0
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
17 5.9 82.4 11.8 0
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
17 5.9 76.5 11.8 5.9
4. Create individualized 
assignments
17 0 58.8 35.3 5.9
5. Create individualized tests 17 5.9 58.8 29.4 5.9
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
17 23.5 70.6 5.9 0
7. Adjust assignment length 17 5.9 64.7 29.4 0
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 16 6.3 62.5 31.3 0
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
17 0 70.6 29.4 0
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
17 5.9 52.9 35.3 5.9
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
17 0 64.7 35.3 0
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
15 0 53.3 40 6.7
13. Provide a scribe 16 6.3 50 37.5 6.3
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
17 17.6 70.6 11.8 0
15. Test in isolation 14 0 57.1 42.9 0
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
16 6.3 37.5 50 6.3
17. Modify or adjust grading
scale
17 58.8 23.5 5.9 11.8
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 4
General Educators’ Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with Special
in a Rural Secondary School
Needs
Modification N SA A D SD
1. Create additional materials 9 11.1 44.4 44.4 0
2. Present additional materials/ 9 11.1 44.4 44.4 0
examples
3. Limit the learning objectives 9 11.1 33.3 33.3 22.2
for each lesson
4. Create individualized 9 11.1 44.4 44.4 0
assignments
5. Create individualized tests 9 11.1 22.2 66.7 0
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
9 44.4 55.6 0 0
7. Adjust assignment length 9 11.1 44.4 44.4 0
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 9 22.2 33.3 44.4 0
9. Provide books/ reading 9 0 77.8 22.2 0
assignments on tape or a
reading partner
10. Duplicate notes or provide 9 22.2 33.3 33.3 11.1
a note partner
11. Allow students to answer 8 25 50 25 0
test questions orally
12. Provide a test reader or 8 0 12.5 87.5 0
taped tests
13. Provide a scribe 8 12.5 25 62.5 0
14. Allow extended time on 9 33.3 66.7 0 0
tests / assignments
15. Test in isolation 9 0 77.8 22.2 0
16. Allow student to reference 9 11.1 33.3 44.4 11.1
test answers
17. Modify or adjust grading 9 11.1 22.2 55.6 11.1
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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General Educators" Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
in a Vocational Secondary School
Table 5
Modification N SA A D SD
1. Create additional materials 16 6.3 43.8 43.8 6.3
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
17 5.9 76.5 17.6 0
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
17 0 35.3 52.9 11.8
4. Create individualized 
assignments
16 0 50 43.8 6.3
5. Create individualized tests 16 0 31.3 62.5 6.3
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
17 52.9 47.1 0 0
7. Adjust assignment length 17 0 64.7 35.3 0
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 17 0 64.7 35.3 0
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
17 11.8 64.7 17.6 5.9
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
16 0 50 43.8 6.3
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
15 6.7 60 26.7 6.7
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
15 0 33.3 60 6.7
13. Provide a scribe 16 0 37.5 50 12.5
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
16 6.3 62.5 31.3 0
15. Test in isolation 14 0 57.1 42.9 0
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
16 0 12.5 68.8 18.8
17. Modify or adjust grading 
scale
16 6.3 25 43.8 25
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 6
General Educators' Opinions of Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
in a Private Secondary School
Modification N SA A D SD
1. Create additional materials 23 21.7 69.6 8.7 0
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
22 18.2 81.8 0 0
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
23 8.7 73.9 17.4 0
4. Create individualized 
assignments
22 18.2 63.6 18.2 0
5. Create individualized tests 23 21.7 65.2 13 0
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
23 43.5 52.2 4.3 0
7. Adjust assignment length 23 17.4 69.6 13 0
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 23 13 69.6 17.4 0
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
20 10 70 15 5
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
23 13 78.3 8.7 0
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
21 9.5 85.7 4.8 0
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
19 5.3 47.4 42.1 5.3
13. Provide a scribe 21 4.8 52.4 42.9 0
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
23 17.4 69.6 13 0
15. Test in isolation 23 8.7 52.2 30.4 9.1
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
22 13.6 40.9 36.4 9.1
17. Modify or adjust grading 21 9.5 47.6 23.8 19
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 9
Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in an Urban Secondary School
Modification N Usually Sometimes Rarelv Never
1. Create additional materials 68 11.8 19.1 29.1 39.7
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
69 21.7 40.6 13 24.6
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
69 14.5 27.5 23.2 34.8
4. Create individualized 
assignments
68 4.4 33.8 26.5 35.3
5. Create individualized tests 68 4.4 8.8 33.8 52.9
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
68 51.5 32.4 2.9 13.2
7. Adjust assignment length 69 18.8 31.9 20.3 29
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 69 17.4 36.2 14.5 31.9
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
68 2.9 7.4 20.6 69.1
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
68 7.4 20.6 26.5 45.6
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
68 7.4 23.5 32.4 36.8
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
67 3 11.9 25.4 59.7
13. Provide a scribe 67 0 4.5 19.4 76.1
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
68 22.1 48.5 11.8 17.6
15. Test in isolation 69 8.7 39.1 33.3 18.8
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
68 8.8 27.9 20.6 42.6
17. Modify or adjust grading 69 13 24.6 24.6 37.7
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in a Suburban Secondary School
Table 10
Modification N Usuallv Sometimes Rarelv Never
1. Create additional materials 15 0 46.7 33.3 20
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
15 26.7 46.7 20 6.7
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
16 18.8 37.5 25 18.8
4. Create individualized 
assignments
15 0 33.3 40 26.7
5. Create individualized tests 15 6.7 20 33.3 40
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
16 50 37.5 12.5 0
7. Adjust assignment length 15 13.3 46.7 26.7 13.3
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 17 23.5 35.3 29.4 11.8
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
15 13.3 6.7 33.3 46.7
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
14 21.4 21.4 21.4 35.7
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
14 0 35.7 35.7 28.6
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
15 13.3 20 33.3 33.3
13. Provide a scribe 15 13.3 20 20 46.7
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
16 37.5 37.5 18.8 6.3
15. Test in isolation 15 20 46.7 20 13.3
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
15 13.3 60 6.7 20
17. Modify or adjust grading 16 12.5 37.5 25 25
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in a Rural Secondary School
Table 11
Modification N Usuallv Sometimes Rarelv Never
1. Create additional materials 9 11.1 11.1 55.6 22.2
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
9 11.1 33.3 44.4 11.1
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
9 11.1 33.3 33.3 22.2
4. Create individualized 
assignments
9 22.2 11.1 33.3 33.3
5. Create individualized tests 9 11.1 33.3 11.1 44.4
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
9 33.3 55.6 0 11.1
7. Adjust assignment length 9 22.2 22.2 44.4 11.1
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 9 22.2 11.1 44.4 22.2
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
9 11.1 0 11.1 77.8
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
9 11.1 22.2 33.3 33.3
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
9 11.1 33.3 11.1 44.4
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
9 33.3 22.2 0 44.4
13. Provide a scribe 9 11.1 0 22.2 66.7
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
9 66.7 22.2 11.1 11.1
15. Test in isolation 9 66.7 11.1 33.3 11.1
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
9 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2
17. Modify or adjust grading 9 22.2 22.2 33.3
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 12
Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in a Vocational Secondary School
Modification N Usuallv Sometimes Rarelv Never
1. Create additional materials 17 11.8 23.5 41.2 23.5
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
17 35.3 35.3 23.5 5.9
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
16 18.8 31.3 12.5 37.5
4. Create individualized 
assignments
16 12.5 31.3 18.8 37.5
5. Create individualized tests 17 11.8 23.5 29.4 35.3
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
17 64.7 35.3 0 0
7. Adjust assignment length 17 29.4 29.4 23.5 17.6
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 17 17.6 52.9 0 29.4
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
16 12.5 25 18.8 43.8
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
16 6.3 31.3 18.8 43.8
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
16 12.5 50 12.5 25
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
16 18.8 37.5 6.3 37.5
13. Provide a scribe 16 6.3 6.3 31.3 56.3
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
17 52.9 17.6 17.6 11.8
15. Test in isolation 17 23.5 29.4 35.3 11.8
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
17 17.6 23.5 41.2 17.6
17. Modify or adjust grading 17 11.8 23.5 23.5 41.2
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 13
Frequency of Use of Selected Modifications in a Private Secondary School
Modification N Usually Sometimes Rarelv Never
1. Create additional materials 20 5 50 25 20
2. Present additional materials/ 
examples
20 40 35 15 10
3. Limit the learning objectives 
for each lesson
20 10 40 40 10
4. Create individualized 
assignments
20 0 25 65 10
5. Create individualized tests 20 0 30 55 15
6. Use a variety of teaching 
styles
20 60 25 10 5
7. Adjust assignment length 20 20 55 5 20
8. Adjust assignment difficulty 20 25 50 10 15
9. Provide books/ reading 
assignments on tape or a 
reading partner
20 0 10 45 45
10. Duplicate notes or provide 
a note partner
20 10 20 25 45
11. Allow students to answer 
test questions orally
20 15 50 30 5
12. Provide a test reader or 
taped tests
20 15 45 20 20
13. Provide a scribe 19 5.3 26.3 36.8 31.6
14. Allow extended time on 
tests / assignments
20 35 45 5 15
15. Test in isolation 20 30 25 35 10
16. Allow student to reference 
test answers
20 25 10 30 35
17. Modify or adjust grading 18 16.7 27.8 27.8 27.8
scale
Note. All results expressed as percentages.
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Table 16
Rank Order of Factors Influencing the Opinions of Secondary General Educators Toward
Making Modifications for Students with Special Needs
Factor Rank Urban Suburban Rural Vocational Private Combined
Class size 1 29.6 41.2 37.5 11.8 35 30.1
2 12.7 29.4 0 11.8 20 15
3 15.5 5.9 0 41.2 5 15
4 11.3 0 0 11.8 5 8.3
5 9.9 0 12.5 5.9 5 7.5
6 2.8 5.9 0 5.9 15 5.3
7 7 0 0 0 0 3.8
8 0 5.9 12.5 0 10 3
9 4.2 0 12.5 0 0 3
10 7 11.8 25 11.8 5 9
Personal
Philosophy 1 21.1 13.3 25 11.8 35 21.4
2 14.1 6.7 0 11.8 5 10.7
3 1.4 0 12.5 0 0 1.5
4 4.2 13.3 0 0 15 6.1
5 7 6.7 25 0 10 7.6
6 7 6.7 37.5 5.9 5 8.4
7 1.4 6.7 0 35.3 5 6.9
8 9.9 13.3 0 5.9 5 8.4
9 19.7 13.3 0 23.5 20 18.3
10 14.1 20 0 5.9 0 10.7
Table con’t
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Amount of
planning time 1 9.9 26.7 0 11.8 15 12.2
2 12.7 13.3 37.5 17.6 15 15.3
3 19.7 26.7 25 11.8 10 18.3
4 8.5 20 12.5 11.8 0 9.2
5 15.5 13.3 0 17.6 15 14.5
6 11.3 0 0 5.9 10 8.4
7 7 0 0 5.9 5 5.3
8 8.5 0 0 11.8 10 7.6
9 7 0 12.5 0 10 6.1
10 0 0 12.5 5.9 10 3.1
Amount of 
collaboration time 1 5.6 6.7 0 0 15 6.1
2 11.3 20 25 0 15 12.2
3 8.5 20 25 5.9 10 10.7
4 19.7 6.7 0 11.8 15 15.3
5 9.9 6.7 12.5 5.9 10 9.2
6 19.7 13.3 25 11.8 5 16
7 11.3 20 0 23.5 10 13
8 5.6 0 0 23.5 5 6.9
9 4.2 6.7 0 5.9 10 5.3
10 4.2 0 12.5 11.8 5 5.3
Concern for 
effect on
“regular” students 1 11.3 6.7 25 0 10 9.9
2 4.2 0 0 11.8 10 5.3
3 21.1 26.7 0 5.9 0 15.3
4 7 13.3 12.5 11.8 20 10.7
5 12.7 33.3 0 11.8 5 13
6 9.9 0 0 11.8 20 9.9
Table con’t
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Student behavior 
and attitude
Accessibility of 
special education 
teacher
7 11.3 6.7 25 11.8 5 10.7
8 9.9 0 12.5 5.9 10 8.4
9 5.6 6.7 0 17.6 5 6.9
10 7 6.7 25 11.8 15 9.9
1 5.6 13.3 0 35.3 25 13
2 22.5 20 0 17.6 15 19.1
3 8.5 6.7 12.5 5.9 15 9.2
4 12.7 20 12.5 17.6 10 13.7
5 7 0 0 5.9 10 6.1
6 9.9 13.3 25 5.9 10 10.7
7 14.1 0 25 0 0 9.2
8 7 20 0 0 10 7.6
9 8.5 0 12.5 11.8 5 7.6
10 4.2 6.7 12.5 0 0 3.8
1 4.2 0 12.5 5.9 5 4.6
2 2.8 0 0 5.9 5 3.1
3 9.9 0 12.5 5.9 15 9.2
4 15.5 21.4 12.5 5.9 10 13.8
5 9.9 0 12.5 17.6 20 11.5
6 9.9 14.3 0 5.9 0 7.7
7 16.9 21.4 12.5 17.6 25 18.5
8 14.1 14.3 25 11.8 5 13.1
9 11.3 14.3 12.5 11.8 5 10.8
10 5.6 14.3 0 11.8 10 7.7
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Previous
mainstreaming
experience 1 7 0 12.5 5.9 10 6.9
2 9.9 0 12.5 5.9 5 7.7
3 4.2 14.3 12.5 11.8 5 6.9
4 5.6 7.1 25 11.8 0 6.9
5 9.9 7.1 12.5 5.9 20 10.8
6 15.5 21.4 0 5.9 5 12.3
7 7 14.3 0 5.9 15 8.5
8 16.9 21.4 0 23.5 15 16.9
9 12.7 14.3 0 11.8 15 12.3
10 11.3 0 25 11.8 10 10.8
Curriculum
Constraints 1 2.8 14.3 0 17.6 5 6.2
2 5.6 0 0 17.6 5 6.2
3 9.9 0 0 5.9 25 10
4 12.7 0 0 5.9 15 10
5 12.7 28.6 12.5 29.4 10 16.2
6 8.5 21.4 0 5.9 10 9.2
7 14.1 7.1 12.5 0 20 12.3
8 16.9 14.3 25 11.8 0 13.8
9 11.3 14.3 12.5 5.9 0 9.2
10 5.6 0 37.5 0 10 6.9
Personal life 
experiences 1 2.8 0 12.5 0 5.3 3.1
2 5.6 7.1 12.5 0 5.3 5.4
3 2.8 0 0 5.9 5.3 3.1
4 7 0 12.5 11.8 0 6.2
5 5.6 0 0 0 0 3.1
6 4.2 0 0 35.3 5.3 7.8
Table con’t
73
7 8.5 21.4 12.5 0 0 7.8
8 9.9 7.1 12.5 5.9 15.8 10.1
9 14.1 28.6 25 11.8 15.8 16.3
10 39.4 35.7 12.5 29.4 47.4 37.2
Note. AU values expressed as percentages. A rank of 1 indicates greatest influence while a rankof 10 indicates least influence.
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